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Abstract
Several social scientists have dealt with the usefulness of a participative approach in
development plans. The call for sustainable development has increased the focus on
this type of approach in a very classical way, which is the case for the creation of new
water tanks. Most of these scientists have also pinpointed the major difficulties and5
failures faced during the execution of this new approach in developing countries. This
study is a concrete example which underlines the lack of this type of approach as far as
water management in the Senegal River is concerned, mainly in relation to watershed.
We base our study on the analysis and criticism of the regional organization OMVS
(Organization for the Development of the Senegal River) which is in charge of water10
management in the Senegal River. The results of the study can, therefore, be summed
up as follows: (i) An on-site direct observation, individual interviews, group discussion
and information analysis point out the lack of participation of local people in water
management in the Senegal River and, in general, the harmful socio-economic impacts
resulting from it. (ii) The reasons for this lack of participative approach are mainly15
due to the model set up by the OMVS in terms of water management in the Senegal
River, a model that has excluded or tackled in a very light way the issue of public
participation in decision-making through out its juridical and regulation instruments.
(iii) Elements of consideration on some measures, which could possibly improve the
level of participation of local people in river water management.20
1 Introduction
1.1 Research area
With a basin of more than 300 000 square meters, the Senegal River is formed by the
junction of many rivers; the most important of which are the Bafing, the Bakoye and
the Faleme. The Senegal River crosses the high plateau in the north of Guinea, the25
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west of Mali, and the southern regions of Mauritania before flowing into the borders of
Senegal (Fig. 1). By moving away from its source, the river is subjected to the grow-
ing rain shortage combined with a double gradient south-north and east-west, which
draws away the impairment of its hydrologic behaviour subjected to inter-annual varia-
tions. The hydro-pluviometric aspect of the arid and semi-arid environment of the river5
and the importance of its hydraulic potential justifies its interests to the different coun-
tries and the local populations. So, at the beginning of 1960s, the States concerned
with the watershed of the Senegal River (Guinea, Mali, Mauritania and Senegal), had
found the real need to set up an organisation which would be able to implement some
regulating mechanisms of the river in order to avoid the harmful consequences of cli-10
matic vagaries across the region. It is in this context that the neighbouring countries,
along the river, created the Inter-states Committee in 1960, which was replaced by
the Organization of the Riverside States of the Senegal River (Organisation des Etats
Riverains du Se´ne´gal, OERS) in 1970. Following the withdrawal of Guinea from this
organisation, the Organization for the Development of the Senegal River (Organisation15
pour la Mise en Valeur du Fleuve Se´ne´gal, OMVS) substituted for OERS in 1972.
In rainy seasons, the river causes serious floods that destroy crops and houses while
during drought, production is affected by the disturbance of the dynamic flood / drop
in the water level. Besides, salt water goes up to more than 200 kilometres from the
mouth of the river, thus, restricting the possibilities of farming in the zone. Facing these20
natural problems, member States of the OMVS, in collaboration with foreign develop-
ment partners have deemed it necessary to build big dams in order to regulate the
speed of the river and to promote its water resources by means of hydro-electricity
production. The availability of a volume of water in the valley makes sailing possi-
ble across the river and the multiplication of annual agrarian campaigns. The main25
achievements carried out on the Senegal River include the Diama and the Manantali
dams. The construction of these two dams stretched respectively from 1981 to 1986
for the first and from 1982 to 1988 for the second. The dams required common and
huge works at very expensive costs. They brought about important socioeconomic and
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environmental changes to the whole valley. These two dams are a landmark among
all other achievements related to water management in the Senegal River (Lericollais,
1989; Engelhard, 1991; Muneera et al., 1994; OMVS and IRD, 1999).
The implementation of these achievements has been accompanied by a solid regu-
lation which ensures the rational and equitable exploitation of the resources of the river.5
To reach this objective, several conventions have been ratified by the member States
of the OMVS, the most decisive of which concerned local population participation stip-
ulated by the Charter of waters and the Standing Committee of Waters (Commission
Permanente des Eaux, CPE), ratified respectively in 2002 and in 2003.
The principle of local population participation, broadly mentioned in these last10
decades by several international treaties, is of great interest to the OMVS, which tends
nowadays to translate the most part of these treaties into new conventions drawn up by
the member States (Se`ne, 2006). But in the very worrying African context, character-
ized by underdevelopment with all its harmful impacts on political, social and economic
plans, the application of international or regional agreements collide in general with15
several obstacles (Kiss, 1997; Kiss and Shelton, 2001). In this continent, all the cur-
rent specialists of development support commonly the failure of participative approach.
These specialists agree about the fact that this failure would be in most cases linked
to a “top – down” approach which does not allow the populations to appropriate really
the techniques of management of their resources (Eldin and Milleville, 1989; Dupre´,20
1990; Mathieu, 1993; Bare´, 1994, 1997). The watershed of the Senegal River lies
indeed in this difficult context. How does governance of this river take into account the
principle of local population participation in decision-making? This principle is certainly
mentioned in the Charter of waters of the river and in the implements of environmental
management as the Reduction and Monitoring Program of Impacts on Environment of25
Senegal River (Programme d’Atte´nuation et de Suivi des Impacts sur l’Environnement
de la mise en valeur du fleuve Se´ne´gal, PASIE), but is its application efficient?
This study allows not only highlighting the exclusion of local populations in the
decision-making process in relation to the water of the Senegal River and the harmful
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impacts which result from it, but it also shows that the OMVS, the regional organisation
entrusted with the water management of the Senegal River, bears high responsibility
in this respect. So, it questions the problem of effectiveness of institutions in Africa
regarding natural resources management.
1.2 Research methodology5
We have referred in this study to a methodology generally employed in social sciences
and natural sciences: document analysis supplemented by on-site observation, discus-
sions and interviews. The existing literature on river resource use and management,
policy documents related to river and land use, field reports on rural livelihoods and
farming systems were an important source of information. We have based our pri-10
mary hypothesis, concerning the absence of a real local public participation in water
resources management of the area feeding on Senegal River, on an oriented analysis
of available documents dealing with this issue. Contrary to non-oriented analysis which
rather depends on seeking and deducing hypotheses, the oriented analysis aims at the
verification of a certain hypothesis and at specifying its objective and its ends. As such,15
this oriented analysis is more rigorous and systematic and it has an accessible tech-
nique. All the authors mentioned in this article (Sect. 2 and Sect. 4) criticize directly or
indirectly the weak local participation of riverside populations. We have based our as-
sumption that this weakness is basically related to and institutional problem, notably the
top-down approach advocated by the regional organisation OMVS in its management20
practices, on the analysis of a number of documents concerned with the regulation
and the governance of the Senegal River (Sect. 3). Such a quantitative and qualitative
analysis enabled us to highlight new tendencies, mainly exhibiting the actual intention
of OMVS representatives to conform to the standards of participation suggested by the
great international conventions. These tendencies have resulted in the creation of new25
rules (Charter of waters, 2002) and new structures (National and Local Committees
of Coordination, 1997). As a matter of fact, by examining the contents of these docu-
ments, we noticed that before the year 1997, the date of the creation of the Committees
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of Coordination, the governance of the Senegal River did not actually involve the public
in decision-making process. In Sect. 4, in addition to the discussion, the analysis of
documents shows, however, that despite the obvious political intention to involve the
public in river water management, no remarkable progress is achieved: this remains
more or less an illusion.5
Not only did fieldwork facilitate access to many written texts, but it also allowed us to
conduct analytical or diagnostic interviews. Such interviews have, in fact, a specific ob-
jective. They do not simply aim at an explanation of what is taking place for the purpose
of deducing a general theory, but at looking for the reasons for the sake of finding a
certain remedy (Grawitz, 2001). Semi-structured and open-ended interview techniques10
were used in order to obtain in-depth information. We interviewed people in different
situations, some were organized individually, and others in groups and sub-groups with
men and women at different levels. We were able to directly observe activities orga-
nized by OMVS in some villages concerned with the watershed of the Senegal River
such as committee meetings, to gain insights into socio-political processes and the15
ways in which people make decisions in meetings and discussion forums. In particular,
we observed how meetings were conducted, who decided which activities were to be
undertaken, who were the speakers and whose interests they represented, whether the
local populations played any role in the process and whether their voices were heard.
Sect. 2 is primarily based on analytical interviews that enabled us to come out with a20
certain diagnostic or new hypothesis: the lack of public participation stems originally
from an institutional problem (the governance of the river by OMVS). This same section
contributed as well to new solutions that were useful in Sect. 4.
We are first going to examine the importance of the principle of local population
participation in water management of the Senegal River by drawing attention to the25
lack of its application and the harmful consequences that follow. Then we will analyse
the model of water management of the OMVS and the main regional agreement which
underlines the current principles of water management of the Senegal River (Charter
of waters). Finally, we will conclude by a debate that will suggest new ideas that help
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promoting public participation in this field of work.
2 Principle of local population participation: definition and current state in the
watershed of the Senegal River
2.1 Theoretical presentation of the principle of local population participation
According to the last estimates, there are 261 international watersheds, 60 of which5
are found in Africa. The growing pressure on water resources in this continent makes
urgent the development of principles and tools which enable solving conflicts between
users and States as well as preserving resource and aquatic environment (Lecornu,
1998; World commission on dam, 2000; Caubet, 2002). Among general principles
newly adopted on the international scene, there is the principle of population participa-10
tion in decision-making (principle 10 of the Declaration on environment and sustainable
development, Rio, 06/1992; principle 6 of the Convention on access to information,
Convention on public participation in decision-making, and access to justice in envi-
ronmental matters, Aarhus, Danemark, 25/06/1998; principle 24 of the Convention on
the law of the non-navigational uses of international watercourses, New York, 05/1997).15
The participative approach during these last decades mobilized a lot of works of re-
searchers analysing conflicts or impacts of developments, but also civil servants made
responsible for defining political orientations of the natural resource management or
economic development (for an overview of those works, from a French point of view:
Labranche and Warin, 2003). Options kept for the planning of development emphasize20
the importance of the true participation of populations in choices concerning their own
life and their own future. (Cernea, 1998; Scoones and Thompson, 1999; Aubert, 2002;
Cling et al., 2002; Levy, 2002; D’Aquino and Seck, 2003).
Among the numerous proposals of definitions of the principle of public participation,
we find Dubosc’s (2001) the most comprehensive. It considers participation as a prin-25
ciple that raises the question of power, especially, in the sense that decision-makers
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agree at least to share part of their power with the population. So, this population
power can result from a conquest. In that case, populations gain permission to be
acknowledged and accepted as interlocutors of authority. This power can also result
from an answer to a proposal granted by authority. Populations enter then in struc-
tures, procedures, processes conceived by authority to discuss and interact with them.5
The creation of the decentralized coordination committees (CNC: National Commit-
tees of Coordination and CLC: Local Committees of Coordination) with the installation
of PASIE at the level of the Senegal River watershed concerns this case.
This power includes four degrees. First, there is the power of information: it is the
power to issue and to spread information, along with the one issued and spread by10
authorities (elected members, technicians, administrations, and experts). The second
is consultation: it is the power to express one’s opinion, before settling authority. It
is the example of the role of observant newly granted to certain users of the society
within CPE, advisory organ of OMVS, by the Charter of waters of the river ratified by
member States in 2002. The third concerns the power of consultation which ensures15
sharing out of instruction of a file between the authority and the populations, who are in
a way also considered experts (expertise of usage). Finally, there is real participation.
It corresponds to the power of making decision, instead of authority or jointly with her;
the most developed form of participation being then a kind of “co-decision” (Eyben
and Ladbury, 1997; Hussein, 1997; Lane, 1997; Nelson and Wright, 1997). In the20
watershed of the river, we can mention powers assigned to the Senegalese Sugar
Company (CSS). Besides its role as an observant within CPE, OMVS grants power to
this private company to regulate the bridge-dam located in Richard Toll according to its
needs in water.
2.2 A “weak” public participation in decision-making25
During 1970s, OMVS made a study of public participation in the activities of water de-
velopment and management of the river. The analysis of this study shows the interest
or even the necessity for OMVS to involve the public through institutions such as ru-
1924
HESSD
4, 1917–1946, 2007
Analysis of the
Senegal River
watershed
management
A. M. Se`ne et al.
Title Page
Abstract Introduction
Conclusions References
Tables Figures
◭ ◮
◭ ◮
Back Close
Full Screen / Esc
Printer-friendly Version
Interactive Discussion
EGU
ral and local council, and cooperatives. The study concludes that public participation
in the management of development activities attached to the river is necessary to get
satisfactory results irrespective of financial and technical means (Guerber, 1986).
In Senegal, different laws concerning territorial organization (administrative and local
reform in 1972 and 2002; transfer of competences in regions, communes and rural5
communities in 1996), on structures and social organizations (reform of cooperatives
in 1984), on economic policy (liberalization and disengagement of State in 1986) and
on national property (law on national property in 1964, reclassification of pioneer zone
into local zone in 1987) contributed to the transfer of many and diversified powers in
basic structures and gave to local communities a better sense of responsibility (Coly10
and Niang, 2000).
In spite of all these very appropriate territorial reforms in terms of public participation,
rural communities and urban communes don’t really participate in water management,
and don’t receive information on decisions about the resource management. Fall et
al. (2001, p.20) point out that: “as the rural communities, the urban communes of the15
watershed of the Senegal River are not involved in water management and have no
information and data at their disposal on the river management although they were
questioned permanently on the possible problems caused by the dams.”
One of the explanations that could justify this insufficiency of the public participation
would be probably of an institutional nature. That management system set up to man-20
age the water resource is focused on structures of the regional organization (OMVS)
and its member States. On a regional scale, CPE centralizes the needs of every coun-
try, examines and decides, in association with the representatives of States, quantities
of water to plan and to place at the population’s disposal. Senegal is represented by
the SAED (Society for the development and exploitation of the lands of the Senegal25
River’s Delta and from Senegal River’s Valleys and Faleme) which takes responsibility
before every agrarian campaign of providing the estimate of water required by the ri-
parian population, and it announces it then to CPE. So, the local organizations of the
society (rural Organizations, Economic Interests Groups, NGO, etc) are kept away from
1925
HESSD
4, 1917–1946, 2007
Analysis of the
Senegal River
watershed
management
A. M. Se`ne et al.
Title Page
Abstract Introduction
Conclusions References
Tables Figures
◭ ◮
◭ ◮
Back Close
Full Screen / Esc
Printer-friendly Version
Interactive Discussion
EGU
decision-making in water management. The lack of public participation in river water
management has a main consequence: the lack of appropriate structures that are able
to defend all their interests. The national actors representing them are in general sub-
jected to reserve obligations for diplomatic reasons in comparison with orientations and
decisions of CPE, a member of a regional organization (OMVS).5
Besides the important national development organisations (SAED for Senegal and
SONADER for Mauritania) which are represented within CPE, we also notice represen-
tation among its private users. The latter are represented in Senegal only by the CSS
and the SDE (Society of Waters). The site of the CSS and its strong establishment in
this area together with its economic weight enables the company to have the power10
of decision as to the opening and the closing of the bridge dam located in the delta
of the river. This form of inequality, maintained by the OMVS, with the participation
of the different actors and users of water, is considered to be an injustice by the local
population and constitutes a source of tension. In fact, populations and different unions
that represent them consider that the CSS regulates the opening and the closing of the15
bridge dam not according to the interest of all the local users but only on the basis of
its own needs. Another very sensitive problem put forward by the CSS is the flowing
of the draining water in the river or the lake of Guiers. The representatives of the CSS
advocate that for ten years water is to be treated before its introduction into the river,
while the riverside population still defends an opposite view by pointing out its harmful20
impacts on health and activities (fishing, agriculture, and farming). They think that this
situation will persist because of their absence from decision-making with respect to
water management.
Being aware of this reality, the OMVS has recently created different strategies in
order to involve the population in development activities related to the exploitation of25
the river, and especially to allow them to benefit from hydro agrarian work (dams of
Diama and Manantali). These strategies are implemented by the CLC at the level of
villages. Despite these recent efforts made by the OMVS to involve the local popula-
tion in decision-making, the situation concerning their participation has become a real
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concern as illustrated by researches on the valley of the river (Tangara, 1998; Balde´,
1999; Coly, 2003) and also our discussions with riverside population. In an interview,
some of them expressed their views as follows:
“. . . we do not have time to go to meetings and take part in discussions, and we
also do not know what is to be discussed, and how to discuss [it]. In the past, we were5
free attending assemblies, but did not properly understand the decisions taken. We
were not consulted about the rules and regulation of the river use and management.”
(riverside population group discussion, mars 2006)
3 Regulation and governance of the Senegal River
3.1 Historical background on water management10
The juridical arrangements of the OMVS are composed of four basic conventions
signed before the implementation of the dams (Table 1): the Convention of the 11
March 1972 amended in relation to the Status of the Senegal River; the Convention of
the 11 March 1972 amended about the creation of the OMVS; the Convention of 21
December 1978 related to the Legal status of Common Works and the Convention of15
12 May 1982 related to the modalities of financing of Common Works.
This first group was supplemented in 01/1997 after the construction of the dams by
the Convention of 7 January 1997 which concerns the creation of the Agency for the
Management and Exploitation of the Diama; the Convention of 7 January 1997 which
concerns the creation of the Agency for the Management of Power of the Manantali;20
and finally in 2002, the Charter of waters was ratified by the member States (Table 1).
These conventions define the dispositions which permit planning, study, building,
working and renewal of the common infrastructure of the Senegal River watershed, on
the institutional, organizational, financial, juridical and technical level (OMVS, 2006).
Among them, only the recent Charter of waters (2002) and the CPE rules, established25
for the first time by the resolution n
◦
89/CM/N of 05/01/1978 of OMVS then updated in
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10/2003, treat the question of public participation in decision-making in the manage-
ment of the Senegal River. As such, the regulation context, before the dams, is marked
by the absence of reference to public participation.
3.2 The Charter of waters: strong reference to international statements and new com-
mitments linked to the participation of the non-state actors in decision-making5
This Charter was adopted on 28 May 2002 by the Conference of the State leaders of
the OMVS and ratified by the Parliaments of Member States. It consists of a common
declaration and three related annexes. The first annex defines the optimum strategy of
the projected sharing out of water resources and the two others constitute the manual
for the management of the Manantali and the Diama.10
The main objectives of the Charter are to fix principles and modalities for the sharing
out of the waters of the Senegal River among the different areas of use; to deter-
mine rules related to the preservation and to the protection of environment, particularly
as regards fauna, flora, and ecosystems; and finally to define the framework and the
modalities of public participation in decision-making as far as water resources man-15
agement of the river is concerned (article 2). We can therefore underline that both
environment and public participation in decision-making have a fundamental role in the
objectives of the Charter.
3.2.1 Reference to international statements
The article 24 of the Convention of New York on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses20
of International Watercourses (1997) is related to the creation of a “mixed mechanism
of management” of international watercourses. This frame of management could cor-
respond to CPE (Fig. 2). However, the creation of CPE (5 January 1978) is prior to
the Convention of New York. In fact, the first article of CPE dating 1978 shows that the
Commission is only composed of representatives of member States (two representa-25
tives by State), and that every delegation can be assisted by national experts. On the
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other hand, the Charter of waters introduces into Article 23 that observer’s status to
CPE would be authorized by the Council of ministers at High commissioner’s proposi-
tion to certain entities of member States. These entities which have observer’s status
participate in a real way in the work of CPE. These following persons can benefit from
this status: representatives of the users; representatives of local communities; repre-5
sentatives of NGOs; representatives of the decentralized Committees of coordination.
Furthermore, the Charter enunciates in its Article 13 the principles of better informing
and training the public.
Nevertheless, we could mention several other international instruments which tackle
the question of participation and that have probably inspired the Charter (Fig. 2): Prin-10
ciple 10 of Declaration of Rio on environment and sustainable development (1992);
Article 10 of the Convention on biodiversity (1992); Convention on access to infor-
mation, Convention on public participation in decision-making, and access to justice in
environmental matters (1998). Article 13 of the Convention on biological diversity which
encourages education, information and sensitization of the public to the conservation15
and sustainable use of biodiversity also seems to inspire Article 13 of the Charter.
3.2.2 Non-state actors to be part of the decision-making process
Commitments reported by Article 23 of the Charter show distinctly the qualifications
of the non-state actors invited for participating in river water management activities
(Fig. 2): users or local populations at first. However, these still do not have direct rep-20
resentatives in CPE. Their absence could result either from the lack of information on
the new regulations of OMVS, that is, from an ignorance of the Charter and its contents,
or simply from the problem of organization relating to the choice of the representatives.
In fact, the diversity of users, their activities, their ethnic origins and their very large ge-
ographic distribution (watershed of the river) make difficult any action aiming at uniting25
them in order to choose representatives likely to inform them on decisions taken within
OMVS, and also to report their complaints within CPE, even if these users are already
organized in groups (Economic Interests Groups, Producers’ Organizations. . . ).
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Then, the second group of actors, whose member States plan to give more atten-
tion to decision-making, is formed by territorial communities. In Senegal, the legisla-
tive texts involve territorial communities in the management of environment, natural
resources and regional development. New competences have been transferred to ter-
ritorial communities since 22 March 1996 (law n
◦
96-07). Then, regions, established5
as local communities, are consequently endowed to new competences; communes
and local communities add new competences to the general ones they have since
their creation. However, concerning the management of the national or international
watercourses, mainly the Senegal River, this law grants no qualification to territorial
communities except the role of the police of waters granted to communes. It stipulates10
that the region has the competence to manage continental waters except the case of
national or international watercourses (Article 28) ; and to the commune, the protection
of underground and superficial water resources (article 29). With this effect, the decree
n
◦
96-1134 (Article 33) of 27 December 1996 attributes competence to the commune
to fix the conditions of waste water discharge through an authorization issued by the15
mayor based on the opinion of the municipal council. The goal is, therefore, to dupli-
cate the participation of local communities in a horizontal way (in all members State)
and in a vertical way (in the regional areas of decision-making).
Finally, the last category of actors involved in the process includes NGOs and decen-
tralized committees of coordination. NGOs are very numerous and very dynamic in the20
activities of watershed development. The Charter aims at improving the participation
of local NGOs and strengthening the collaboration with the “society” in all stages of
decision-making.
3.3 Institutional mechanisms of the OMVS and public participation in decision-making
The institutional mechanisms set up in the watershed of the Senegal River revolve25
around the creation of a regional organization (OMVS). OMVS is responsible for the
management of the river and its different organs and provides the final dispositions
relating to agreements or conventions ratified by all member States.
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The Convention relating to the creation of the OMVS was signed on 11 March 1972
by the State leaders of Mali, Mauritania and Senegal. The headquarter of the orga-
nization lies in Dakar, Republic of Senegal. Articles 3 and 7 of the Convention list its
main organs (Fig. 3): the Conference of the leaders of States and Governments, the
Council of ministers, and the High commission.5
– The Conference of the leaders of States and Governments is the supreme au-
thority of the organization. It defines the policy of collaboration and development
of the organization and makes decisions concerning general economic develop-
ment. Decisions are taken unanimously by its members and are imposed on all
member States that vow promise to ensure their implementation.10
– The Council of ministers is the organ of conception and control of the organiza-
tion. It makes general policies as concerns the development of the Senegal River
and its resources. It also strengthens collaboration between States bordering the
Senegal River. Decisions of the Council are taken unanimously by its member
States and are deemed obligatory upon them.15
– The High Commission is the organ of execution of the organization. It implements
the decisions of the Council of ministers and gives a regular account of their exe-
cution in addition to any initiative taken within the framework of received directives
and within the limits of authority delegated to it.
Besides these main permanent organs, the OMVS has advisory organs where the20
participation of population is accepted according to well determined forms (Fig. 3).
These advisory organs are CPE, the Advisory Committee of the financers, the Regional
Committee of Planning, the National Committees of Coordination (CNC) and the Local
Committees of Coordination (CLC).
– CPE is composed of representatives of the member States of the organization25
and is an advisory organ to the Council of ministers. The local populations can
be represented within this commission. Article 1 of the CPE rules shows that it is
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responsible for: defining the principles and modalities of the distribution of waters
of the Senegal River in the areas of use; supervising the plans of member States
likely to have a negative impact on the waters of the river; intervening in the control
of the use of water and the fight against pollution; periodically preparing the plan
of water resources management. This plan is based on projections of the users’5
needs and on a simulation of the management of the system Manantali-Diama.
– The Advisory Committee of the financers unites the representatives of countries,
financing institutions, and those of the OMVS. It has a role of assistance in the
High Commission, mainly finding suitable means of mobilization as regards fi-
nancing and human resources, and promoting exchange of information.10
– The Regional Committee of Planning is composed of representatives of States.
For the attention of the Council of ministers, it is also responsible for issuing an
advisory opinion on the program of investment relating to the optimum emphasiz-
ing of the resources of the watershed. Then, it provides measures in coherence
or even harmonization with the policies of watershed development.15
The creation of CNC and CLC is recent and enters within the framework of the creation
at the regional level a Piloting Committee of PASIE. As a program of action defined
by the OMVS (1999), the PASIE takes measures for correction, optimization and su-
pervision of the impacts on the environment as part of the development of the river
resources. It also specifies the mechanisms of coordination, communication and mon-20
itoring which are envisaged to ensure the participation of all concerned, including local
communities and NGOs, in the environmental management of the watershed. The pi-
loting Committee of PASIE regroups at the same time representatives of States, OMVS,
partners in development and the civil society. This Committee, advisory organ of the
Council of ministers, is formed by an institutional assemblage that tries to respect the25
obligation of local population participation. It resulted in the creation of a CNC and CLC
within every member State.
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– In every country, CNC is constituted of the concerned ministries, the professional
organizations, the civil society (NGOs, associations) and the representatives of
the CLC. It is responsible for assuring coordination and monitoring of the actions
of PASIE, as well as organizing information and mobilisation of populations at the
level of every member State.5
– CLC regroups, in every country, local communities, associations and professional
cooperatives, representatives of the associations of young persons and women,
NGOs and representatives of administrative authority. These CLC give their opin-
ion on resources management and follow the execution of the programs of PASIE.
Their opinion is transmitted to and discussed in the Piloting Committee.10
A fine observation of this governance of the river points out clearly that at the top of the
river management organisation (OMVS) the permanent organs ensure the definition of
water management programs, their control and execution. Local populations are only
represented in advisory organs. In this respect, they just have a right to be informed
and to issue their opinion on programs developed and applied by permanent organs.15
This form of participation, very restricted, theoretically accepted by the OMVS, collides
furthermore with several obstacles (broadly itemized in the following party) which make
obsolete its enforcement.
4 Obstacles to the application of public participation principle and lanes of res-
olution20
The recent reforms operated by the OMVS within its implements and tools of man-
agement highlight clear commitments in favour of a better public participation. In the
theoretical plan, therefore, the principle of public participation is well incorporated in the
conceptualization of the new instruments of management of the Senegal River. This
significant advance in public participation in the new texts of the OMVS is partly due25
to the work of the international community. In fact, we notice that stating this principle
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in the Charter of waters of OMVS follows its evocation by several international decla-
rations. The advantage of this passage from the international level into the regional or
sub-regional level is that it allows passing from “soft law” to “hard law”. It is necessary
to mark that in the international scale, commitments within the framework of this princi-
ple of participation do not have an obligatory character, in general, while they become5
obligatory for member States of OMVS as soon as their introduction into conventions
of the organization.
Despite the success which we can notice in the contents of the Charter of waters
and the actual institutional implement of OMVS as far as participation is concerned,
it is important to acknowledge that as for watershed, public participation is still very10
deficient. A problem of application of developed measures therefore seems to come
to light. On this point, the Charter presents some weaknesses. In fact, its dispositions
are not accompanied by a detailed plan of its concrete application. By referring to
the research made by Mvondo (2006) on the Treaty of Brazzaville relating to forest
Ecosystem management of central Africa, it is thought that the annex of such plan,15
also “hard law”, in Charter, should have been appended to the main text, either in the
form of a protocol of signatures, or in the form of a protocol based on the main treaty.
This additional text would have had advantage at the same time to clarify better and to
itemize the Charter of waters and also make easier its application.
Besides these problems of application of the Charter, other difficulties which con-20
tribute to decelerate or to block the application of the principle of public participation
concern insufficiency or absence of education, information and training of populations.
These factors were already reported by previous studies conducted on the watershed.
Roche (2003, p. 86), for example, underlines their importance by showing that the train-
ing of all actors who intervene in the development of a locality is inevitable to lead to25
efficient results: “To answer the challenge of the institution of a real participation of the
actors in the plans of development, an audacious and volunteer policy of professional
training must be implemented”.
By referring to the artificial risings executed in the context of the Manantali dam to
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ensure a better availability of water, we pointed out that farmers are not well informed.
Yet, farmers are the most concerned by these achievements. They know neither the
form of the river as regards its rising nor the coasts or flows expected in the river or in
its aﬄuent or diﬄuent on which they depend. So, they are stuck in a situation where
floods are the work of nature, sudden and unpredictable, a situation where the river5
is partly controlled but where the farmer is surprised to see the level of waters rising,
going out then rising again, or to see a second peak of flood which comes to devastate
seedings.
A study accomplished by the OMVS (2001) reports that during the rainy season
1994–1995, the rising was very good and when fall began farmers sowed very large10
areas (at least in the periphery of what had to represent very large areas). A new
top of flood (corresponding to the oil change of the Manantali dam) then occurred,
damaging down the seedings and especially swamping over three months the zones
to be sown. The expansion of this second flood was such that re-growth was not
possible. It completely destroyed the hopes of crops on a large part of the plains. This15
disaster is principally due to the lack of information and knowledge on the mechanisms
of functioning of the dams by the riverside rural populations.
Moreover, in 2001, the report of Fall and al. (2001) confirms that this problem of
information and communication between the OMVS and populations has always been
crystal clear. It points out that populations, representatives of their organizations and20
the local elected representatives of the different concerned local communities do not
receive any information on the quantities of water expected to fall and the periods
of dropping and artificial flood. Consequently, populations are subjected to severe
damage owing only to a lack of consideration of the periods of feeding the river in
water from the dams. In fact, populations have only slightly or never been informed,25
directly and in a clear way, on the program of work edification and its future impacts
on their activities and zones. In this sense, it is necessary to mention the numerous
questions raised by the people we met as to power generation and its probable impact
on zones located along the river. For local populations, dams have a very important
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social and economic cost as the deductions of water due to the dams changed several
aspects of their agrarian production capacities and pastoral farming. Therefore, the
lack of a good policy of communication in relation to populations, the principle of public
participation in decision-making cannot be properly applied.
This communication problem of the OMVS justifies that today the Charter of waters5
of the Senegal River which is the present instrument of management of the water-
shed, is little known by actors involved in the river management. To change this reality,
the OMVS must certainly multiply the organization of working groups identical to the
working groups of information and exchanges on the Charter which it accomplished in
September 2006 in Mali with CNC, CLC and with all other actors of the civil society10
concerned with the watershed (Kone´, 2006). So, it is necessary that the different ac-
tors be familiar with this instrument of management. It is so essential that the Article 13
of the Charter invites States and the High commission to make sure that information
on the state of river waters, the measures envisaged or advocated to assure the reg-
ularity of the flow of the river and the quality of waters be accessible to the public; but15
at the same time, to look after the education of populations by promoting awareness
programs on the Charter.
CLC and CNC were developed by the OMVS in 1999 with the intention of ensuring
communication and interface of the implementation of PASIE with the local administra-
tions and the concerned riverside populations. This objective, very restricted to these20
participative structures aiming at a well determined program, is not influential enough
to cause a real change in public participation. It is what justifies that our on-site ob-
servations in 2006 and the recent studies on watershed (OMVS, 2001) show all the
insufficiency of public participation in the watershed. Furthermore, the World Bank
(2000), in its evaluation of these committees, considers that in Senegal, they are still25
composed principally of local administration, civil servants, and local political repre-
sentatives, some groups of producers and representatives of NGOs. Therefore, many
people directly concerned by water management in the watershed are not represented
in these committees, who in their turn are also not well represented at the level of
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villages.
We think that the success of Management Committees of Boring in rural environ-
ment in Senegal can act as a springboard, and as an example in villagers’ partici-
pation for the management of water resources and hydraulic works (pumps). These
Management Committees were institutionalized by an inter-ministerial circular n
◦
1 of5
9 January 1984 in order to organize users’ participation in the management of their
water resources. So the Management Committee is defined as a non profitable asso-
ciative structure of public utility constituted by the users of a drilling. Created on the
occasion of a general meeting of all users, and convened by a local administrative au-
thority, the Committee is managed by an executive board whose members can range10
from four to twelve. These Management Committees constitute, as reported in sev-
eral studies (Kaba and Aubourg, 1998; Champetier, 1999), real participative structures
which broadly contributed to the promotion of the village self-management as regards
pumping stations. The installation of these Management Committees instead of the
old structures (CLC and CNC) within the framework of river waters management could15
allow a larger involvement and responsibility among the riverside local populations.
These Committees constitute a reference due to the role they could play in resolving
the watershed problem by assuring a better concerted management of the waters of
the river.
Besides CPE which seems to favour big users to the detriment of small users in20
terms of participation in decision-making in the water management of the river, one
could create a new special structure of animation, training and sensitization whose
main role would be to ensure: the technical support and the coordination of the activi-
ties of Management Committees and the elaboration, execution, and monitoring of the
programs of training, animation and users sensitization. This training and sensitization25
stage seems inevitable to achieve real populations participation in decision-making in
the management of river water.
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5 Conclusions
This study shows the goodwill of the States concerned with the watershed of the Sene-
gal River to work together for a development of the resources of the river. The creation
of the OMVS, a real tool of integration, is an obvious proof: this organization stimu-
lates inter-States collaboration for the development of regional exchanges and for the5
achievement of common plans. Despite the withdrawal of Guinea (where the river rises
in) at the beginning of 1960s and the painful events between Mauritania and Senegal
in 1989 among other difficulties encountered by the riverside States in the common
management of the river, the organisation survives and shows the willingness of col-
laboration and solidarity between States members of the OMVS nowadays. This or-10
ganization, because of the “international” dimension of the river, carried out important
works (the dams of Diama and Manantali).
Incidentally, as regards the principle of public participation in decision-making, this
study shows distinctly that the main conventional texts developed within the framework
of the river water management referring to this principle are marked by their novelty15
and the difficulty to be put into practice. However, the Charter of waters (2002), the
most recent convention ratified by the member States of the OMVS, takes this principle
much more into account. Efforts had been made by the member States to insert this
principle, a principle that has been more significantly emphasized these last years on
the international scale through important conferences or through international conven-20
tions (Agenda 21, Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses of International
Watercourses . . . ).
Today, the major expected improvement towards a better local development is to
take into consideration the small users of the river and at the micro-local scale as a
space of life that should be respected and make it politically alive. They know that even25
in France, the pioneer of an integrated management of water (Committees of Basin
created by the law of 1964), the participation of the small users in the policies of river
development and their representation is very weak (Bonin and al., 2006).
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In France, the institutionalization of public debates on water and the development of
forums on the Internet would allow theoretically the political representation of this cate-
gory of uses, yet the efficiency of this progress is very weak. Numerous are the voices
which rise to alert to or criticize the procedures of participation set at the very early
stages of plan preparation. These results in guilty negligence on the non-intentional5
or expected effects of action and this can be described as anaesthesia of thought de-
velopment (Soubeyran, 2006). Works and theoretical principles of the kind prove to
be ancient, notably in developing countries. They are broadly applied on the scale of
micro-plans today, but they remain unknown to a great extent as far as management is
concerned, basically at the scale of the watersheds.10
The realization of the OMVS objective as to the absence of the participation of the
local populations in decision-making and its willingness to insert and to adapt the inter-
national juridical instruments relating to international watercourses in the management
of the Senegal River constitutes, at any rate, promising elements for the future.
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Table 1. Conventions signed before and after the implementation of the dams.
Dates Conventions
Conventions signed after the construction of the dams
28 May 2002 Charter of waters
Creation of the Agency of Management and Exploitation
of the Diama (SOGED)
7 January 1997 Creation of the Agency of Management of Power of the
Manantali (SOGEM)
Conventions signed before the construction of the dams
15 May 1982 Modalities of Financing Common Works
21 December 1978 Legal Status of the Common Works
11 March 1972 Status of the Senegal River
Creation of the OMVS
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Fig. 1. Geographical map of the Senegal River watershed (Source: OMVS). The riverside
States of the Senegal River watershed are: Senegal, Mauritania, Mali and Republic of Guinea.
The two dams of Diama and Manantali and the next projects of dams are represented on this
map.
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   Charter of waters, 05/2002 
 
- Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in   
decision-making, and Access to Justice in Environmental 
Matters, Principle 6, Aarhus, 06/1998 
 
- Declaration on environment and sustainable development, 
 Principle 10, Rio, 06/1992   
 
- Convention on the Law of the Non-Navigational Uses 
 of International Watercourses, New York, 05/1997 
 
- Representatives of users or local populations 
 
- Representatives of territorial communities 
 
- Representatives of local NGOs 
 
- Representatives of decentralized committees of coordination 
 
INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS 
REGIONAL CONVENTION 
NON STATE LOCAL ACTORS 
Direction of influence 
International scale 
Regional scale 
(Senegal river 
watershed) 
Local scale 
(villages located 
in the 
watershed) 
Fig. 2. Influence, in public participation, of the international Conventions on the Charter of
waters and this one on the non state local actors. Some international instruments which treat
the question of participation inspired Charter of waters. This one invited non state local actors
to participate in river water management activities.
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OMVS 
Organs Characteristics 
Permanent organs 
Conference of the leaders  
of States and Government  
Council of ministers 
High commission 
Advisory organs 
Standing Commission of Waters (CPE) 
National Committee of Coordination 
(CNC) 
 
Local Committee of Coordination (CLC) 
- Creation: 1972 
- Absence of public participation 
in decision-making 
- Local populations have been  
represented since 2002 (Charter) 
- Creation: 1997 
- Assure participation of all  
concerned, including local  
communities and NGOs, in the  
environmental management of the  
watershed 
 
Decision- 
making: 
TOP-DOWN 
    MODEL 
Fig. 3. Institutional frame of water management of the Senegal River. The institutional mech-
anisms set up in the watershed of the Senegal River revolve around the creation of OMVS (a
regional organization), responsible for the management of the river and its different organs:
Permanent organs (Conference of the leaders of States and Government, Council of ministers
and High commission) and advisory organs (CPE, CLC and CNC). Permanent organs are char-
acterized by the absence of public participation in decision-making whereas advisory organs
are characterized by the participation of local communities and NGOs, in the environmental
management of the watershed. These results show a “top down” model of management where
the OMVS centralizes all decisions to the detriment of the local populations.
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